CAZOZNCA Ro 
-74F 25 


Ministry of | Sports and Hon. Robert Welch 
; Minister 
GA Culture and Fitness Robert Johnston 
Recreation Division Deputy Minister 


Ontario 


3 1761 11973245 1 


UT 


cic 
ANANCES OF 
TU IIPAL 
RAELCACANON 


wore 


THE 1972 FINANCES OF MUNICIPAL 


RECREATION 


Prepared for 
Sports and Fitness Division 
Ministry of Culture and Recreation 
400 University Ave., 23rd Floor 


Toronto, Ontario. M7A 2R9 


Research Team 


a 


D. M. Crapo - Advisor, University of Waterloo 

Wm. Knott - Project Supervisor, Sports and Recreation Bureau 
R. F. Melchers - Researcher, University of Ottawa 

E. H. Storey - Advisor - University of Ottawa 

M. A. Walker - Researcher, Analyst, University of Waterloo 


March, 1974. 


Rep/1/76/500 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
In 2023 with funding from 
University of Toronto 


https://archive.org/details/31/61119732451 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


The research team wishes to acknowledge the invalu- 
able assistance of Mr. Nevin McDairmid. Mr. Dennis 


Steen and Mr. Gary Malone of the Ministry of Treasury. 


Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs in the de- 
signing and analysis of this research. 


Also, we offer thanks to Mr. Fred Orban, Mr. Jim 
Bell, and Miss Marcia Brown of the Ministry of Edu- 
cation for their provision of computer services. Mr. 
Stephen Treadwell is to be commended for his compu- 
ter programming, enabling this analysis to be comple- 
ted quickly. 


The Director of the Sports and Recreation Bureau, Mr. 


R. Secord, and his staff have offered continuous en- 


couragement to the research team. Without the finan- 
cial and professional support of the Bureau, this study 
would not have been feasible. 


Finally, our greatest appreciation is extended to those 
individuals in the municipalities who spent many hours 
providing the researchers with the best information 
available regarding their 1972 recreation finances. It 
is hoped that this publication will be of greatest benefit 
to those who gave their time to make the study possible. 


M.A. Walker 
March, 1974 


Te a abt fe MA? ah 


nate cata nell” cla 


1 -e pe it mwas ser) 
Wiig i been Saye ab 
f , =z ) VT j ro § 


Siesist}*M gen wk lo oownie) . 


g wl! ow 


sholireicoa oy estlotw tient 


cute ott oo oOlaM yoeg WM he 
MTA luinenmre reg tint Peet Ohi 
noevs sid! lo Glayingas 


ater i if oS ely al? sath awe 
'@ wwowt svat agit ban 
. iehwnoty bod} wil 

an ot ab LigebaerT iarkge 

' ‘Ve 3 cin mage 


_ 
wt} to onpeerit) eft 


. 
. 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


Introduction 


Summary 


Charts: 
The Political Make-up of Recreation Authorities 
Per Capita Spending (Operations) 


Parks and Recreation Spending in Total Municipal 
Expenditures 


Use of Revenues from User Fees and Charges 

Operating Revenues (grouped by population category) 

Subsidies and Grants-Operating (grouped by population category) 
Capital Revenues (grouped by population category) 


Subsidies and Grants-Capital 


Conclusions and Recommendations 


page 


77 


Biehacere! 


(itr (itera to ein 7 
haere) grlivrenge pai aet 
ins 7. - 


7 a 2 
! ‘Tt 04) Sr tngoeee plinergree sl | ‘ ~~ 
. aa ’ 


Bh Pi a 5 1 sewirt? qipaaee 
7 ‘ 7 
Tera rie eocictalingess id Beeusiregl siete rtd: 
~ 
wi) eve) Wielereay! eect? Ree 
ujoo qe logiot esmneyes 


lili? }~etresi) Gan 


a =a 
rsa} tau au ~roht in} TONS \ oD 


ae 


1972_ FINANCES OF MUNICIPAL RECREATION 


Carefully planned expenditures, based on reliable sour- 
ces of revenue, are critical in the provision of recrea- 
tion services today. It is apparent that increasingly 
vast sums are being expended by municipalities as the 
need for recreation facilities and programs expands in 
diversity andin volume. To date, Canadian informa- 
tion regarding municipal financing techniques and 
trends in recreation spending is meagre. 


The Municipal Finance Branch of the Ministry of 
Treasury, Economics and Intergovernmental Affairs 
annually publishes Municipal Financial Reports Data 
which summarizes the financial statements of all 
Ontario's communities. This publication reports 
total expenditures for parks and recreation, but it 
does not indicate sources of revenue. nor does it 
satisfactorily classify expenditures. 


Those administering recreation services and planning 
for future services, then, have had to base financial 
management decisions on intuition, personal experi- 
ence and foreign literature. Data are required to in- 
dicate the relative importance of government subsidies, 
municipal tax appropriations and monies from the 
operation of programs and facilities as sources of 
revenue for operations and capital projects. A review 
of expenditures in municipal recreation is needed to 
indicate scope, priorities and trends in spending. 


During the summer of 1973, the Sports and Recreation 
Bureau of the Ministry of Community and Social Ser- 


vices, in response to requests from the Universities 
of Ottawa and Waterloo, funded an exploratory study 
into the 1972 finances of municipal recreation. 


A research team was formed in mid-April, its mem- 
bers being Dr. E.H. Storey and Ron Melchers from 
the University of Ottawa, Dr. D. Crapo and Ann 
Walker from the University of Waterloo and Wm. 
Knott. Research Consultant, Sports and Recreation 
Bureau. The project instrument was designed with 
the following purposes in mind: 


1) To compile and compare the 1972 operating and 
capital financial statements of municipal recrea- 
tion and parks authorities. 

2) To compare total recreation spending from the 
years 1970 to 1973. 

3) To compare total municipal spending with gross 
expenditures in recreation and parks. 

4) To note direct municipal grants to private bodies 
providing recreation services to the community. 

5) To learn the existence and political makeup of 
public bodies responsible for recreation services 
in the sampled communities. 

6) To gain an insight into the financing techniques 
currently employed by these bodies. 


Through personal interviews. complete information 
was collected from 105 of the 527 municipalities identi- 
fied as having municipal parks and recreation authori- 
ties. The communities studied included all towns. 
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cities and townships of populations over 16,000 and a 
representative, random, stratified sampling of muni- 
cipalities under this size. 


Endorsement from the Ontario Recreation Society, 
Ontario Municipal Recreation Association and the 
Society of Directors of Municipal Recreation of Ontario, 
and discussions with their members regarding the 
study purposes and implications were invaluable to- 
wards designing the study questionnaire and completing 
the research. The Ministry of Treasury, Economics 
and Intergovernmental Affairs was consulted regularly 
throughout the project, providing the researchers with 
many insights regarding municipal budgeting procedures 
and trends. Further specific information regarding 
grants was gained, during the analysis, from the ad- 
ministrators of the various provincial subsidies. 


SUMMARY 


This publication describes an exploratory analysis of 
the 1972 finances of municipal recreation in Ontario. 
Of 527 municipalities identified as having functioning 
municipal parks and recreation authorities, 105 have 
been included in this study. Through personal inter- 
views, all communities of populations over 16,000 
were investigated, as was a random stratified sample 
of municipalities under this size. Within each of these 
municipalities, complete financial information was 
gathered from the following public boards and commit- 
tees: Parks and Recreation Committees Recreation 
Committees, Parks Boards, Boards of Park Manage- 
ment, Community Centre Boards, Arena Boards and 
Others (swimming pool boards etc.). 


Throughout the analysis, stress is given to sources of 
revenue because a complete lack of budget standardi- 
zation inhibits the detailed examination of expenditure 
patterns. The relative contribution (by percent) of 
government subsidies, user fees and charges, general 
municipal revenues and private contributions toward 
the total operating revenues required has been calcu- 
lated for seven defined population categories. Capital 
revenues are analyzed under the following headings: 
debentures, general municipal revenues, reserve 
funds, government subsidies and private contributions. 
Cursory analysis of the political make-up of the des- 
cribed recreation authorities, and per capita expendi- 
tures has also been included. 


THE POLITICAL MAKE-UP OF MUNICIPAL PARKS 
RECREATION AUTHORITIES 


In the 105 municipalities surveyed, approximately 175 
recreation authorities were identified and surveyed 

for their financial information. Most of the municipali- 
ties included in the study had more than one body pro- 
viding services of a recreational nature. This chart 
indicates the percentage occurance of each of these 
authorities. with the indicated political make-up, in 
the total municipalities surveyed. On the left of the 
chart, 'Non-Practicing' refers to boards which exist 
for grant purposes only, or have ceased to function. 
'Council' indicates that the committee or board is made 
up of municipal council members only. ‘Lay with 
Council Representation' refers to a body which is com- 
prised mainly of lay people (citizens), with at least 

two council members representing the municipal gov- 
ernment. 'Total' shows the overall occurance (again 
by percent) of the authorities shown, regardless of 
their political representation. All of the authorities 
considered are indicated on the bottom row of the 
matrix. 


Examples: 


a) 41.0 percent of the municipalities surveyed had 
combined Parks and Recreation authorities. 

b) Parks Boards which were made up of council mem- 
bers only, existed in 8.6 percent of the municipalities 
studied. 

c) The most frequently occurring body was the Recre- 


ation Committee, comprised of lay people with repre- 
sentation from the municipal council. (46.7 percent 
of the municipalities surveyed had recreation authori- 
ties of this nature. ) 


THE POLITICAL MAKE-UP OF MUNICIPAL PARKS AND RECREATION AUTHORITIES 


Non-Practicing 0.0 209) 120 1.0 2.9 1.0 0.0 
Council a, L 4.8 8.6 1,0 1.0 2; 2 Lv 
Lay with Council 23.8 46.7 Syed! On 23.8 11.4 49 
Representation 
Total 41.0 54.3 15.2 8.6 2%aG 15.2 2.9 
Parks & Recreation Park Board Community Arena Other 
Recreation Committee Board of Park Centre Board 
Committee Manage- Board 
ment 


(Figures represent the percentage occurrences of the various boards and committees 
in the 105 municipalities surveyed) 
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PER CAPITA SPENDING (OPERATIONS) 


This chart indicates the average per capita expenditure 
for parks and recreation within various population 
categories. The gross operating expenditures (includ- 
ing administration, maintenance, programs, parks, 
facilities, debt charges and grants to private agencies 
and community groups) of all boards, committees and 
commissions responsible for public parks and recrea- 
tion services were totalled and divided by the 1972 
population, 


Per capita expenditure is not necessarily a valid indi- 
cator of levels of recreation services actually provided 
at the program level. Large municipal recreation 
authorities tend to spend a greater proportion of their 
budgets on administrative, maintenance and debt char- 
ges than do the smaller, committees and boards. This 
accounts, in part for the decrease in per capita spend- 
ing in the smaller population categories. 


Actually, much more money is being spent in recrea- 
tion and parks than could be indicated in a study of 

this nature. Although the figures reflect direct munic- 
ipal grants to private agencies such as Y.M.C.A.'s 

and clubs such as senior citizens, other public monies 
expended by these groups have not been noted, As well, 
the support of the Ministry of Education of leisure pur - 
suits through community school programs is very ex- 
tensive, but is not a part of the budget figures collected, 


PER CAPITA SPENDING (OPERATIONS) 
256 


Population Categories 


01 - Municipalities over 100, 000 
02 - Boroughs 
20. 03 - Municipalities 30,000 - 100, 000 
04 - Municipalities 16,000 - 30, 000 
05 - Towns 5,000 - 16, 000 
06 = Townships 5,000 - 16, 000 
07 - Municipalities under 5, 000 
155 
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AVERAGE tee ls.6 19.8 d5e4 14,0 “955 10.4 


Note: Per capita spending by Metro Parks Commission augments City of Toronto and Borough 
total recreation expenditures. 
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PARKS AND RECREATION SPENDING IN TOTAL 
MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES 


Gross operating parks and recreation expenditures for 
all municipal recreation authorities, as well as munic- 
ipal grants to private agencies and community groups 
have been calculated as a percentage of the total mu- 
nicipal operating expenditures. so that comparisons 
could be made. The municipal expenditures include 
contributions to upper-tier governments (the county or 
region) as well as spending in education, which are not 
controlled by municipal council. The exclusion of 
these two transfer payments from total municipal 
spending would increase considerably the figures on 
the graph, demonstrating the priority given to recrea- 
tion in the actual working budget. 


PARKS AND RECREATION SPENDING IN TOTAL MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES 
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Population Categories 


01 - Municipalities over 100, 000 

02 - Boroughs 

03 - Municipalities 30,000 - 100, 000 
04 - Municipalities 16,000 - 30,000 
05 - Towns 5,000 - 16, 000 

06 - Townships 5, 000 - 16, 000 

07 - Municipalities under 5, 000 


Note: Spending by Metro Parks Commission augments City of Toronto and Borough 


total recreation expenditures 
*Estimate 
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THE USE OF REVENUES FROM USER FEES AND 


CHARGES 


During the collection of data, the researchers asked 
the municipal official where monies from fees and 
charges (gate receipts, program user fees, rentals 
and concessions) were budgeted. In close to 60 per- 
cent of the boards and committees surveyed, revenues 
from this source were employed to offset the costs of 
providing the particular service for which the fees were 
collected (net budgeting). Twenty-seven percent of the 
authorities surveyed included these funds with general 
sources of revenue to the recreation committee. A 
system of gross budgeting is employed by some mu- 
nicipalities, resulting in the reporting of user fees and 
charges as a general municipal revenue. 12.4 percent 
of the parks and recreation authorities studied indica- 
ted this type of budgetary system. 


THE USE OF REVENUES FROM USER FEES AND CHARGES 
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OPERATING REVENUES 


The following seven graphs, (one for each population 
category in the study) demonstrate the relative per- 
centage contribution of various sources of operating 
revenues to the municipal recreation authority. All 
revenues received by the stipulated boards and com- 
mittees have been totalled in each municipality in or- 
der to calculate these percentages. While general 
municipal revenues decrease steadily with the popula- 
tion, grants and fees and charges appear to have an 
inverse relationship with one another. That is. fees 
and charges, rather than municipal support, tend to 
increase when grants are relatively low. 


Private Grants are those received from industry, non- 


governmental agencies and private individuals. These 
grants are of limited importance relative to other rev- 
enues according to the graphs. However, the uncounted 
contribution of volunteers in the areas of labour and 
leadership is undoubtedly quite significant in many 
municipalities. 


Provincial Grants include money received from the 
following Acts and grants: Annual Program Grant 
(Regulation 200 administered by the Ministry of Com- 
munity and Social Services), Arena Managers Salary 
Grant, Parks Assistance Act, Elderly Persons Cen- 
tres Act, Day Nurseries Act, Youth-in-Action, 
Municipal Employment Incentives Program (Winter 
Works), and in some cases, capital subsidies such 
as the Community Centres Act grant which may he 


OPERATING REVENUES 
01 - MUNICIPALITIES OVER 100, 000 


100. 
80. 
60. 
40. 
20. 
0. 
PERCENT Private Prov. Fed, Other Total Fees borinth General 
Grants ‘grants Grants Grants Grants Charges Munici- 
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AVERAGE 0.1 6.5 0.5 0.0 21,5 O72 fo20 
HIGH 0.8 NW. A. 1.6 0.0 1 poy 5 91.6 
LOW 0.0 0.2 a) 0.0 ae 0 0.0 See 


recorded in the operating budget. Provincial subsi- 
dies, providing the bulk of revenues received from 
outside the community, are of greatest importance 
to smaller municipalities, providing, on the aver- 
age, 20 percent of total revenues in municipalities 
under 5,000. In communities over this size, how- 
ever, the average provincial contribution amounted 
to less than ten percent of total revenues received 
for parks and recreation purposes. Most of these 
grants are conditional in nature, designed to encour- 
age rather than maintain the growth of recreation 
services. Ceilings have been placed on the subsi- 
dies, and as such, their relative contribution is 
limited compared with the huge sums of money re- 
quired to provide recreation services in Ontario's 
large urban centres. 


Federal Grants are those received under the Local 
Incentives Program. The graphs only reflect money 
received directly by the municipality through this pro- 
gram. Revenues from L,I. P. received by private 
agencies and community groups for recreation-oriented 
programs have not been noted in this study, nor have 
Opportunities for Youth grants, since they are not 
channelled through municipal systems. 


Other Grants are those which do not fall into the other 
described categories, and may be contributions from 
other governments such as a county, township or near- 
by town. This was a source of funds rarely encountered 
in the municipalities surveyed. 


Fees and Charges are funds received from gate rec- 


OPERATING REVENUES 
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eipts. concessions, user fees and rentals. Communi- 
ties of populations greater than 16,000 appear to be 
fairly consistent in receiving between one quarter and 
one fifth of their total revenues from user receipts. 

Some municipalities under 16,000, however, are capital- 
izing on this source of funds to a slightly greater extent. 
It should be recognized that across these smaller 
communities, the range of actual revenues received 
from fees and charges is very wide. 


Other revenues are those which could not be reported 
in the other categories. (insignificant number of res- 
ponses) 


General Municipal Revenues (mainly from taxation) are 
funds allocated to the recreation authority by munici- 
pal council. The municipal expenditure is usually the 
balance of required revenue in the recreation budget 
after subsidies and monies from operations have been 
forecast for the planned year, and, as such, is usually 
the largest and most reliable source of income avail- 
able to the recreation authority. The average contri- 
bution in the various population categories ranged from 
47, 1 percent to 73 percent, indicating a relatively 
strong commitment by municipalities to the provision 
of leisure services. The tendency towards a smaller 
relative contribution as municipalities decrease in 
size is a reflection of proportionally larger amounts 

of money being received from grants and fees and 
charges. The smaller population groups are obviously 
depending on these sources of revenue to provide a 
major portion of leisure services offered. 


OPERATING REVENUES 
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OPERATING REVENUES 
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OPERATING REVENUES 
07 - MUNICIPALITIES UNDER 5, 000 
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SUBSIDIES AND GRANTS - OPERATING 


All operating grants received by the various boards 
and committees surveyed have been totalled and their 
relative contribution calculated for comparisons with- 
in each of the seven population categories. The grants 
outlined contain a wide variety of conditions, some 
being very specific. As a result, municipalities did 
not receive all the subsidies shown on the charts. The 
graphs are based on averages, therefore lucrative 
grants, (i.e. the Elderly Persons Centres. Day Nur- 
series subsidies) because they were rarely received by 
recreation authorities in 1972, are shown as very 
slight sources of income. This is not to say however, 
that municipalities are not receiving these subsidies. 
They could be indicated in budgets other than those 
which were surveyed. 


Although the Annual Program Grant (Regulation 200 
under the Ministry of Community and Social Services) 
is limited in its dollar value, it remains the only 
annual subsidy available to recreation committees for 
their general program and leadership expenses. The 
erant becomes increasingly important in communities 
with a small population primarily because the maxi- 
mum of $15,000 paid to Ontario's largest recreation 
authorities is, in their view, ''Merely a drop in the 
bucket."" The actual grant provided is calculated on 
the Lasis of population, recreation expenditures in the 
previous year, and the qualifications of the director 
and his assistant. These conditions restrict consid- 
erably the funds available to small municipalities, 
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accounting for the drop in the Program Grant bar in 
the chart of grants to municipalities under 5,000. 


The Arena Manager's Salary Grant is of limited im- 


portance in any municipality. Only managers who hold 
the Provincial Manager's Certificate qualify for the 
erant, and the amount of money paid by the Province 
has a very low ceiling. As a result, small centres, 
whose arena managers lack the recognized qualifica- 
tions, are not receiving the subsidy, and the income it 
provides to larger municipalities is negligible. 


The grant from the Parks Assistance Act is generally 
recognized as a capital subsidy for tand aquisition, 
improvements and building. It is entered here under 
operating grants because some municipalities have 
recorded the grant in their operating or current capi- 
tal budgets. The receipt of this subsidy was rarely 
noted in the survey. (See Subsidies and Grants-Capital) 


Operating grants under the Elderly Persons Centres 
Act and the Day Nurseries Act were recorded in the 


recreation budgets of a very few municipalities. 

In these instances, the recreation department was 
usually a division of a community services department 
within the municipality. 


Youth-in-Action funds, on the average, had a more 
marked impact on municipalities under 16,000, prob- 
ably reflecting the policy of providing funds in centres 
where resources for special programs are limited. 
As well, because of the restricted amounts of money 
available through the program, money received by 
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large recreation departments is barely recognized 
when compared with other grants and incomes. Youth- 
in-Action funds received by private community groups 
have not been identified in this study. 


Analysis has demonstrated the phenominal impact 
which short term, political funding programs can have 
in providing municipal services. The Municipal Em- 
ployment Incentives Program (Winter Works), in 1972, 


was by far the most lucrative source of government 
income for parks and recreation, especially in the 
large urban centres. There are a number of explana- 
tions for the noticable drop in this particular graph as 
the population categories grow smaller. Much of the 
Winter Works money was used for the labour costs of 
programs such as tree and brush clearing. In small 
communities, this responsibility often falls to the 
public works department, and would be shown in their 
budget. (This study did not collect these figures, ) 


In large municipalities, however, the parks department 


usually performs tasks such as tree maintenance along 
streets, so that revenues from Winter Works were 
indicated in the budget figures collected. 


Administrative difficulties at the provincial level in 
1972 resulted in a late publication of the program con- 
ditions. Only those municipalities which anticipated 
the revenues actually submitted applications before the 
stipulated deadline. As a result, fewer municipalities 
received subsidies than was expected by the adminis- 
trators of M.E.I.P. (See Subsidies and Grants - Cap- 
ital) 
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Grants which were unclassified on the study question- 
naire, and those of a capital nature received into the 
operating budget of some communities are designated 
as Other Grants. The inconsistent length of this graph 
throughout the survey results is an indication of the 
variations in capital budget reporting structures. 


The Total Provincial Grant, ranging from 75 percent 
to 99 percent of all recreation and parks subsidies re- 
ceived by municipalities, indicates that the province 
is obviously the prime provider of extra income. An- 
alysis indicates, though, that provincial revenue is 
not having as great an impact as may be expected on 
the small municipality whose tax base is usually 
limited. The inhibiting conditions of the Annual Pro- 
gram Grant and the lack of funds from Winter Works 
in 1972 have resulted in a disparity, especially in the 
surveyed communities under 5, 000 population, 


Because only about $500, 000 of a twenty million dollar 
budget was allocated directly to municipal authorities, 
L.1.P. grants had limited impact in 1972 on the municipal 
recreation scene. L.I.P. grants provided about 15 
percent of the total operating grants received in communi- 
ties over 100,000, with their relative value decreasing 
with the population. (See Subsidies and Grants-Capital) 


Private Grants from business, industry and public 
subscription appear to have taken over where the province 
left off in providing additional municipal recreation 
revenues. The dollar entries in this and other grant 
classifications were widely scattered, indicating great 
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variations across municipalities in the receipt of sub- 
sidies, and in their importance relative to other 
revenues. Recognize again the voluntary support for 
community recreation which cannot be measured in a 
study of this nature. 
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46 CAPITAL REVENUES 


The following seven charts are an indication, in each 
population category, of the comparative average con- 


tribution of debentures, general municipal revenues, 
reserve funds and grants in offsetting recreation and 
parks capital costs. Only those municipalities who 
reported receiving capital revenues are included in the 
charts, and this non-response increases consistently 
as the population grows smaller. Thus, the frequency 
of capital spending decreases with population. 


Because of long-term financing techniques, capital 
revenues and expenditures are very difficult to collect 
and analyse accurately for any given year. Debentures 
issued in 1972 may be employed to cover the costs of a 
past, present or future capital project. Similarly, 
capital grants are usually delivered as a reimbursement, 
after expenses have been incurred. In order to simplify 
the gathering of data, all revenues collected are those 
actually received in the study year, though they are un- 
stable indicators of funds actually expended. However, 
the figures are indicative of the relative amounts of 
capital funds received in a given year. 


Debentures appear to be most frequently issued by 
“tmunicipalities over 16,000, which received from 47.1 
percent to 58.6 percent of their total capital revenues 
from this source. Municipalities under 16, 000, on the 
other hand, are issuing debentures less frequently and 
for relatively smaller amounts of money than other 
communities. (8.6 percent - 16 percent of total capital 
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income reported). It should be noted that a substantial 
percentage of operating expenditures, especially in 
larger municipalities, is used to cover debenture debt 
charges. 


No general pattern emerges in the analysis with regards 
to General Municipal Revenues being allocated to capital 
works. Money from this source is usually used for 
relatively small projects or as the balance of revenue 
required after debentures and other incomes have been 
received. Values range from 3.6 percent to 42, 8 
percent of total capital revenues. Wide variations 

exist across municipalities in the use of this fund. 


Revenues from fund-raising projects, general revenues 
and/or debentures may be continually placed in a 
Reserve Fund for future use. As is the case with other 
capital sources of income, the use of reserves is very 
sporadic, and a few high entries in this classification 
have created perhaps misleadingly high averages in 
each of the population categories. 


The Total Municipal Revenues (including debentures), 
throughout the survey, contributed most toward the 
funding of capital works, Larger municipalities are 
generating the bulk of monies required themselves, 
while smaller communities generally depend more 

on grants and subsidies. With a range of about 50 
percent to 99 percent of capital revenues coming from 
municipal sources, however, it is obvious that most 
municipalities are bearing the capital load internally. 
(Debentures and other loans are ultimately paid for 
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through general revenues and/or reserve funds.) 


As was noted in the discussion concerning operating 
subsidies, Capital Grants have their greatest value 
in the smaller centres. This particular category 
refers to Federal, Provincial and private subsidies. 
Municipalities 30,000 - 100, 0C0 appear to be atypical 
in their receipt of capital grants and in other areas 
of revenue. The category as a whole seems to co- 
incide more closely with trends of the small muni- 
cipalities (ie. under 16,000), rather than those of a 
greater size. 
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SUBSIDIES AND GRANTS - CAPITAL 


Like operating subsidies, grants for capital works 
are designed as incentives toward building programs. 
Many of the assistance programs are very flexible 

in nature (e.g. Community Centres Act, L.I. P. , and 
M.E.I. P.) allowing communities to build facilities 
which meet their own specific needs. 


The Parks Assistance Act, however, is one grant 
program which outlines a number of conditions to be 
met by municipalities before provincial income is 
received, Hence, its use is restricted compared with 
other capital subsidies. Receipts from this source 
were very high in the few surveyed municipalities 
which received assistance. (See Subsidies and Grants- 
Operating. ) 


Capital grants and subsidies under the Trees, Forestry 
and Conservation Authorities Acts were never encoun- 
tered during the collection of data. The Trees Act 

is enabling legislation allowing municipalities to 
acquire land for forestry purposes. No grants are 
available under this act. Counties, townships and 
Conservation Authorities, rather than urban centres 
have tended to receive subsidies under the Forestry 
Act. The grant is offered for the acquisition of wooded 
areas, which are then managed by the Ministry of 
Natural Resources. Because counties do not normally 
have responsibilities in the area of recreation, they were 
not included in the study. Municipalities manage and 
maintain Conservation Authorities on a co-operative 
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basis, and the Authority, rather than the municipality, 
receives grants directly from the Province. A very 
large amount of money was used in 1972, in the develop- 
ment of recreation facilities within the Conservation 
Authorities. These figures were not collected in the 
municipal survey. 


Changes in government policy during 1972-73 regarding 
the Community Centres Act may have caused irregular 
reporting of the receipt of this subsidy. As of April, 
1972, the grant was restricted to municipalities of 
population under 25,000. This policy was reversed in 
March, 1973. The analysis indicates that this grant had 
its greatest impact on the largest municipalities, with 
the exception of communities under 5,000. Many of the 
figures collected then, were possibly grants actually 
received in 1973 as claims for 1972 expenditures. The 
Act provides assistance for the building of recreation 
facilities. 


Capital assistance for the building of Elderly Persons 
Centres and Day Nurseries was rarely received by 
recreation and parks authorities in 1972. Generally, 
these grants are received by the Social Planning Council 
of a municipality, though the Elderly Persons Centres 
Act specifically caters to recreation facilities for senior 
citizens. The subsidies are available to recreation 
committees provided they meet the grant conditions. 


It is indicated in the charts that small municipalities 
under 16, 000 and those in the 30, 000 - 100, 000 bracket 


are utilizing money from the Municipal Employment 
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Incentives Program (Winter Works) for projects of a 


capital nature, while other communities preferred to 
record monies received in their operating budgets. 
Rather than indicating a greater percentage of capital 
works in the smaller municipalities, the graphs 
probably reflect variations in budgeting structures 
across Ontario's municipalities. The differentiation 
between capital and operating M.E.I. P. subsidies 
exists only in municipal reporting systems. Both are 
actually the same fund, providing income to alleviate 
unemployment through labour-intensive programs. 
(See Subsidies and Grants-Operating) . A similar 
situation exists in dealing with the Federal L.I.P. 
The grant, when used for capital works, proved very 
lucrative to the boroughs which received it, and pro- 
vided from about ten percent to twenty percent total 
capital subsidies received to other municipalities, 
with the exception of Townships 5,000 - 16, 000. 
(Recall that the smaller centres were very limited in 
their use of the L.I. P. grant for operating as well 
as capital costs.) (See Subsidies and Grants- 
Operating) 


The relative importance of Private Grants from business, 


industry and public subscription appears to be very 
great, especially in the smaller communities studied. 
On the whole, private grants from the community 
provided larger relative amounts of money for capital 
works than did all provincial subsidies combined. 
Excluding the boroughs, which received no income 
from this source, the percentage contribution ranged 


ye te ie pd) ed A Ga 


* 


ok 


KK 


KEY 


Parks Assistance Act Grant 

‘Trees ActiGrant™ 

Forestry Act Grant** 

Community Centres Act Grant 
Conservation Authorities Act Grant*** 
Elderly Persons Centres Act Grant 
Day Nurseries Act Grant 

MEIP (Winter Works) Capital Grant 
LIP (Winter Works) Capital Grant 
Private Grants 

Other Grants, Loans or Subsidies 


Total 


Invalid - no grants available 


Never encountered 
Never encountered - not received by 
municipalities 


SUBSIDIES AND GRANTS - CAPITAL 
03 - MUNICIPALITIES 30, 000 - 100, 000 


100. 


80. 


60. 


40. 


20. 


0. 
PERCENT D E F G H I J K L 
; 4.5 17.9 19:1 26.5 “O50 100,90 
14.5 0.0 Have Iie ea, Gs) ° 
ace 100.0 0.0 Of0 100.0 sO 0.0 63.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100. ; 
LOW 0.0 0,0 0.0 O20, 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100. 


68 


from 22.7 percent to 70.4 percent of all grants and 
subsidies received. 


Other capital grants, found only in townships 5, 000 - 
16,000, and in municipalities under 5,000, were 
usually contributions from other communities toward 


the building of a facility which would have shared use. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Though still in its elementary stages, this research 
indicates the financial breadth of municipal recreation 
in Ontario. The figures and trends also reveal mone- 
tary disparities and irregularities in service to 
various population groups which may be due to poor 
communication of the availability of funds, insufficient 
planning, and constantly changing policies in all three 
levels of government. Financial support currently 
provided for municipal parks and recreation services 
should be closely scrutinized by municipal, pro- 
vincial and federal governments, so that adequate 
leisure-oriented programs and facilities can exist in 
all communities, regardless of political moods and 
administrative expertise. 


1) More research is recommended into the effects 
of various grants and assistance programs on 
municipal recreation services. There is a 
need for more information on how these grants 
affect the financial structures of the municipality. 
Items identified as concerns for further study 
are: 

a) the effects of monies available for capital 
expansion on the long-term operating 
finances of municipal recreation 

B) the roles of operating or program-oriented 
grants in relation to this expansion in 
capital activity. 


2) Further study seems advisable into the means and 
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methods of municipal recreation financial planning. 
There is a need on the part of municipalities for 
improved mechanisms of assessing financial 
capacities in recreation planning and criteria 

for recreation expenditure. 


Detailed analysis of expenditures has been 

severely inhibited by the unique nature of finan- 
cial reporting systems in each municipality 

across Ontario. Further research is recommended 
into the expenditure patterns of public recreation 
agencies, with the ends that levels of service 

may be defined and priorities for spending may 

be established in keeping with current social 
requirements. 


Since this report merely summarizes the state 

of municipal recreation finances during one year, 
it cannot reflect trends. So that more infor- 
mation may be made available in this area ona 
continuing basis, the establishment of an efficient, 
continuing reporting structure for municipal rec- 
reation financial data is strongly recommended. 


The development of standardized accounting and 

reporting procedures is essential if comparative 
data from Ontario municipalities are to be useful 
in developing fiscal policies affecting recreation 
services. 
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